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The Effect of Airport Security Screeners’ New Technology Acceptance
to the Innovation and Job Satisfaction of Airport Security
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Abstract This research focuses on the perception of security screeners using a full body scanner at airport which
had been newly introduced to terminal 2 of Incheon Int’l airport. To accomplish the purpose of research, this paper
used UTAUT (Unified Theory of Acceptance and Use of Technology) model. Through an empirical analysis, it was
proven the factors consisting of technological acceptance and how those factors affect both organizational innovation
at airport and job satisfaction of security screeners. According to an empirical analysis, it was found out all the factors
of technological acceptance have a significant effect on both organizational innovation and job satisfaction. However,
only the effort expectation was shown to have a significant negative effect on the two dependant variables contrary
to the other variables (performance expectation, behavioral intention and self efficacy. It was also proven
organizational innovation had a moderating effect between technological acceptance and job satisfaction. Such results
suggested organizational innovation at airport security division is necessary to enhance job satisfaction using a newly
introduced full body scanner.
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Table 1. Analysis of sample demographics

Sex
Unit % Effective Cumulative
Male 106 51.7 51.7 51.7
Female 99 48.3 48.3 100.0
Total 205 100.0 100.0
Age
Unit % Effective Cumulative
20’s 132 64.4 64.4 64.4
30’s 67 32.7 32.7 97.1
40’s 6 2.9 2.9 100.0
Total 205 100.0 100.0
Work experience
Unit % Effective Cumulative
Less lyr 99 48.3 48.3 48.3
1-3yr 60 29.3 29.3 77.6
3-Syr 15 7.3 7.3 84.9
over Syr 31 15.1 15.1 100.0
Total 205 100.0 100.0
Rank
Unit % Effective Cumulative
Employee 182 88.8 88.8 88.8
Junior 11 5.4 5.4 94.1
Deputy 8 39 39 98.0
Director 4 2.0 2.0 100.0
Total 205 100.0 100.0
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Table 2. Exploratory Factor Analysis of UTAUT

Rotated Matrix
Observed Factors Var.
variable Fl1 F2 F3 F4 (%)
Behavior Intent 5 .826 237 142 157
Behavior Intent 3 797 298 222 150
Behavior Intent 4 .796 295 .148 164
Behavior Intent 8 .791 314 .168 158
Behavior Intent 1 773 259 242 135 28313
Behavior Intent 2 .770 262 254 150
Behavior Intent 9 744 276 174 184
Behavior Intent 6 738 354 166 184
Behavior Intent 7 .692 226 197 249
Behavior Intent 10 .655 406 133 313
Result Expect 1 309 744 139 247
Result Expect 3 395 734 136 204
Result Expect 6 430 705 .100 .209 15.084
Result Expect 4 470 .646 191 242
Result Expect 2 412 .624 212 .057
Result Expect 5 452 .598 115 .246
Effort Expect 2 247 113 .823 259
Effort Expect 3 224 128 813 202
Effort Expect 5 125 165 763 293 14.340
Effort Expect 4 122 145 753 .240
Effort Expect 1 459 .099 .653 171
Self Efficacy 4 136 143 .305 786
Self Efficacy 3 132 182 .208 772
Self Efficacy 2 224 .042 .338 731 13.729
Self Efficacy 1 271 226 192 .679
Self Efficacy 5 209 .303 164 .667
Cum. Var.(%) 71.466
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Table 3. EFA of org. innovation and job satisfaction

Component Matrix

Factor 7}
Variable il t{;r) et B
_ | ° A, werdAagse] ekt BFelE B A
Organizational Innovation 2 .840 _ Lo = 1 o] 6.0 R
= 0, o SES-
Organizational Innovation 3 .825 BT HE 95% Aol A zO("‘)’] FoF JFe v
Organizational Innovation 4 .804 A= Ao Z Vet
Organizational Innovation 5 785 61.002
Organizational Innovation 6 784 ’
Organizational Innovation 7 750 Table 4. Reliability analysis
Organizational Innovation 8 739
Organizational Innovation 9 713 Item Cronbach’s alpha Cronbach’s
Cumulative Variance(%) 61.002 component deleted alpha
Result Expect 1 .894
Result Expect 2 .904
QA4 W ARREEO] o B4 QIR Roul Expee 3 559 o0
N _ _ Result Expect 4 .888
3o A= = 2=l o ol3lE o 7}
2o AFEE UEhll= KMO Al % FelgEe 7 Result Expect 5 899
7} 0.948(p=0.000) 2 0.912(p=0.000)% -A]¥|o] o=  Result Expect 6 888
_ - - _ Effort Expect 1 .887
AN IR FE pl Qo 0. 2=3) 22Fo] AT E =
QAL 10Ol A& vl 9@t ] AgRE ol o Expect 2 350
ATk Effort Expect 3 863 .895
Effort Expect 4 .885
Effort Expect 5 .876
4.3 MZ=EEM Behavior Intent 1 954
- Behavior Intent 2 954
HI=Eo] AFTE =AF o] 3l & ’
drge] AFEE F4s7] S18M - Cronbach’s Behavior Intent 3 953
alpha A TE 8319y B AgsE SART S, 4E Behavior Intent 4 953
- - 5 Behavior Intent 5 953
z] o ] Al PANL Hytsles A e oleld 9l 959
9] WA e S(E€H )= ¥ Fohe A2 gEA 9l Behavior Intent 6 955
‘:}. ﬂﬂ_‘-:_ T'b_“/}jl 753"]' Cronbach‘s alpha 74]‘/}:7]' g—i‘ 34‘ Behavior Intent 7 958
IR Behavior Intent 8 953
55 AMAI$E & Cronbach’s alpha Al #F Bt} 5% = chavior ‘nten
Behavior Intent 9 955
A EAE AT A AR £ A &3l 5 Behavior Intent 10 956
/é]%?‘:_“/}jl Oﬂ *]’%6‘]‘91‘:}. Org. Innovatfon 2 892
Org. Innovation 3 .886
Org. Innovation 4 887
44 E—I'%-é-l _-ILI_E_A_.! Org. Innovatfon 5 .890 904
Org. Innovation 6 .896
AFHWGH S Agole HbHMade] 7]E48  Org. Innovation 7 891
Aol Ao frelat JFS v A A oehs jyp e nnowation 8 2%
Org. Innovation 9 895
AMH-1) 2 AF7HAH-1.1, H-1.2, H-1.3, H-1.4) o Job Satisfaction 1 933
@ AL ] A DENARNG FAST, $H Lo Sulfacion 2 o4
. B B s Job Satisfaction 3 922
FTEUTE Ao R AAst] BAS A o Job Satisfaction 4 921 034
L a7t} Job Satisfaction 5 924 ’
_ AAl & ol o1 A= = 3 Job Satisfaction 6 .924
;ﬁaﬂ, HebAA g dEo] QM 159 A4 IL}7]EH, Job Satisfaction 7 .929
HEO) L B A7 TS 95% A@GFol| A H(+)e]  Job Satisfaction 8 926
- N 1 = N Self Efficacy 1 845
frefeh s viAs 2o vegth 24, ST = o Brficacy 2 837
H7E AgdAT Ay dy] A2 l"j—(-)iﬂ Self Efficacy 3 .840 .868
- - - Self Efficacy 4 825
0 0]3) AABES W= 7o B g] o)
fFrol@ 9FE M= Aow 2 EHA: Self Efficacy 5 856
obel RPN S ALgshe Bk egle) 7]
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Table 5. Multiple regression of organizational innovation

Table 7. Hierarchical multiple regression
(*<.05, **<.01)

Std. X
- Sud t p VIF
error beta Stage #1 Stage #2 Stage #3
(Constant) 210 5946 | 000 Mediating
: : : effect Org. Job Job VIF
Result expect 073 170 2.045 042 331 innovation satisfaction satisfaction
Effort expect 048 | -146 | 2271 024 | 555 Constant 1.249 1.222 185
Behavior intent 064 | 404 4.792 000 | 322 Result 148 097 -027 104
t 170 .091 -.025 ’
Self cfficacy o064 | 313 | 5674 | 000 [ 530 xpee (170) ) 025
Effort -.109 -.174 -.083
R=.736 R-square=.542 adj. R-square=.533 x (c)ct (-.146)* (-.191)* (-.091) 541
F=59.251 p=.000 Durbin-Watson=1.720 L : : :
- . A ] Behavior .306 427 172
Dependant variable : Organizational innovation expect (404yF* (463)%* (187)* 289
Self 364 341 .039 456
_ _ ) o efficacy (373 (288 (033 |-
Table 6. Multiple regression of job satisfaction
Org. .830 458
innovation (.684)** ’
Std. Std. VIF
. error beta ¢ p R-square 542 402 .616
(Constant) 292 4.190 .000 adj. R-square 533 .390 .606
Result expect .101 .091 958 339 | 331 F 59.251%** 33.622%* 63.828%*
Effort expect .067 -.191 -2.600 .010 555
Behavior intent .089 463 4.808 .000 322 -
CHA% STAANE AT AR 3F
Self efficacy .089 288 3.828 .000 530

R=.634 R-square=.402 adj. R-square=.390
F=33.622 p=.000 Durbin-Watson=1.751

Dependant variable : Job satisfaction
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